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REMARKS 

Applicants acknowledge the indication of allowable subject matter, i.e., that claims 7, 23, 
and 46 were objected to as being rejected under 35 USC 112, second paragraph, and claims 6, 8- 
22, 24-30, 32, 33, 36, 37, 43-45, 47-66, and 68-70 were objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form. 

Claims 1, 3-6, 9-21, 26-32, 34-38, 41-43, 46-56, 61-65, 67, 68, and 70-84 are pending in 
the application. Claims 1, 3-6, 9-12, 14-21, 26-30, 32, 34-38, 41-43, 46-56, 61-65, 67, 68, 70, 
71, 75, and 76 have been amended, and new claims 77-84 have been added. Claims 2, 7, 8, 22- 
25, 33, 39, 40, 44, 45, 57-60, 66, and 69 have been canceled without prejudice. The amendments 
and new claims are fully supported by the application as originally filed. 

The drawings were objected to because of the claim limitation: "sensitivity as a function 
of range . . . decreases . . . until said maximal range," for example, as recited in claim 5. However, 
FIG. 10 of the application depicts a graph of sensitivity as a function of range, where the 
sensitivity gradually decreases between an optimal range (300m, as depicted in FIG. 10) and a 
maximal range (450m, as depicted in FIG. 10). See, e.g., specification at page 16, line 27 to 
page 17, line 14. It is believed that the above explanation overcomes the drawing objection. 

Claims 7, 8, 23, and 46 were rejected under 35 USC 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. Claims 7, 8, and 23 have been canceled without prejudice, thereby obviating the 
rejections. Claim 46 has been amended to provide proper antecedence for all claim terms. It is 
believed that the amendment overcomes the rejection under 35 USC 112, second paragraph. 

Claims 1-5, 31, 34, 35, 38-42, 67, 72, and 73 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 4,708,473 to Metzdorff et al. ("Metzdorff") in view of U.S. Patent 
5,298,905 to Dahl. The remaining claims were rejected based on combinations including the 
Metzdorff and Dahl references. These rejections are respectfully traversed. 
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Regarding the rejection of independent claims 1 and 38 over the proposed combination of 
Metzdorff in view of Dahl, the proposed combination does not teach or suggest a vehicle 
mounted imaging system or method in which "said gated detection defines an ON time span (Tn) 
during which said camera receives reflections from objects, an OFF time span (T off ) during 
which said camera remains in an off position after transmission of said pulse like light energy, 
and a synchronization timing defining an overlap between said ON time span and the time said 
pulse like light energy reflects from objects located within said depth of field to be imaged, 
wherein said gated detection is utilized to create a sensitivity as a function of range through said 
synchronization timing, such that said overlap between said pulse like light energy reflected from 
objects and said ON time span increases as a function of range up to an optimal range (R Q ) of 
said depth of field to be imaged, thereby increasing the portion of said substantial pulse width of 
said pulse like light energy reflected from objects located between said minimal range and said 
optimal range reaching said camera during said ON time span," as recited in independent claim 1 
(see also independent claim 38). In particular, independent claims 1 and 38 incorporate subject 
matter of claim 6, which was indicated as being allowable. 

For at least the above reasons, the proposed combination of Metzdorff in view of Dahl 
does not teach or suggest the Applicants' claimed invention. Therefore, independent claims 1 
and 38 and their respective dependent claims are patentable over the proposed combination. 

It is believed the application is in condition for immediate allowance, which action is 
earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Steven M. Jensen/ 
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